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ABSTRACT
Background: Quality of Work Life (QWL) is a subset of the quality of life which expresses the interactions between 
workers and their total working environment with individual or human dimension. Objectives: The objective of this 
study was to determine the prevalence of QWL among Malaysian workers. Methods: 2740 respondents (1921 males 
and 819 females) were randomly selected from 11 different industries from all states of Malaysia. Respondents were 
aged between 18 to more than 55 years and were a local OSH Personnel and local general workers. Face to face 
interviews were conducted in all the selected industries using a structured questionnaire form adapted from Malay-
sian OSH Profile 2016. Respondents have completed the questionnaire under instructions and supervision of the 
research team. Results: Majority of the respondents were male (70.1%) and from manufacturing industries (76.3%). 
50% of the respondents identified a high level of QWL in each component like not having a stress with the work load 
(85.5%), good work environment (78.4%), family life (83.1% and 83.6%), enough income and distribution (58.9%), 
good communication and harmonies relationship between colleagues and boss (93.4% and 88.7%), good facilities 
(88.6%), welfare at work (71.3%) and productive working condition (80.8%). There is a significant difference be-
tween QWL and type of industries [F(10)=12.897, p=0.001] where agriculture industry had the highest QWL. There 
is significant difference between QWL and gender (p=0.009) where male reported higher QWL compared to female. 
Conclusion: These findings could be used by the organizations in order to enhance its performance, productivity, 
employees’ commitment and satisfaction.
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INTRODUCTION
Quality of Work Life (QWL) and quality of life (QOL) 
are two of the most relevant and major topics in the 
organizational system. Organizations, as systems, need 
coordination and efficiency among their subsystems 
while manpower was the most important of subsystems 
and organizations considered it as important priorities 
(1). QWL became one of the fundamental areas of 
human resource management that is drawing attention 
and researchers around the globe (2). It was a viewpoint 
and a way of thinking that respects and praise the 
human lives and see them to be more important in the 
organization as future strengths rather than a budget to 
provide or to classify them as direct or indirect costs (3). 
Quality of Work Life is considered as a subset of the 
quality of life which reflects the interaction between 
workers and the overall environment in which they 
work with consideration of human dimension (4). The 
purpose of the QWL is to promote an excellent work 
environment for employees and also for production 
(5;6). It aims at safer, healthier, more productive, and 
satisfied employees as well as a proficient, adaptive and 
productive organization. The concept of QWL includes 
the following factors: job satisfaction, work performance, 
motivation, efficiency, productivity, health, safety and 
welfare at work, stress, work load, burn- out, etc. These 
factors can be explained as physical and psychological 
results of work which impact the workers while 
performing their tasks (7). QWL reflects the degree to 
which members of a work organization have the ability 
and the potential to meet the main personal needs 
of their employees through their experience in the 
organization. QWL variables by itself is insufficient to 
measure employee’s job satisfaction, thus, the researcher 
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found that the average score for majority of the of the 
terms tested for job satisfaction, source of stress and job-
related aspects, the QWL Likerts scale is to be around 
2 (8). Daud (9) suggested investigating the relationship 
between Quality of Work Life and Organizational 
Commitment amongst Employees in Malaysia firm, and 
she declared that employers should consider the QWL 
as main concern in order to improve job satisfaction and 
commitment among employees (9).
Azril et al., (10) in their study investigated the impact 
of Quality of Work Life on work performance among 
agriculture workers (10). The study mainly assessed the 
QWL in enhancing work performance, furthermore, the 
authors examined the factor and variables affecting work 
performance. Results have shown a significant positive 
relationship between all of the nine components of work 
life and work performance, where individual and family 
life was the most significant with work performance.
Talebi et al., (11) examined the relationship between the 
employees’ Quality of Work Life and the effectiveness 
in service organization like banking sector (11). Authors 
have investigated seven variables in order to find out the 
current status of the employees QWL; these variables 
were as follow: salary and benefits, ill-free and safe 
work environment, job security, skills and education, 
autonomy at work and job development direction. 
Sharma and Vishwavidyala, (12) explored QWL in 
small sized Industries in Indore, India. The findings 
determined seven main variables that reflects the 
employees QWL namely: job satisfaction, workplace 
environment, growth possibility, level of motivation 
provided by management, compensations either insured 
or uninsured, effective communication (verbal, written) 
and adjustable time to preform required tasks. Findings 
revealed also that QWL is not highly established at 
the industry based on the employees’ perception (12). 
In the same baking sector, Reddy and Reddy, (13) 
have tested nine elements to evaluate QWL in public 
and private banks, these elements were as follow: risk 
and ill-free workplace and working conditions, social 
work relevance, social integration, career planning, 
constitutionalism, human capabilities, growth and 
development, organization structure and job enrichment 
(13). Their concluding results identified Quality of Work 
Life as: favorable conditions and positive workplace 
environments that target the well-being of employees 
and welfare facilities (14).
Naheran et al., (15) studied another aspect that 
demonstrates the effect of Quality of Work Life Programs 
on Quality of Life among workers at multinational 
companies in Bintulu, Sarawak, Malaysia. The study 
revealed a significant relationship between QWL 
programs and QOL where personal development, 
emotional well-being, interpersonal relations and 
social inclusions were the most influencing factors 
(15). Subhashini and Gopal, (16) investigated the 
status of QWL among women workers in garment 
factories in Coimbatore district of Tamilnadu, and the 
study indicated a positive relationship between QWL 
and productivity; each increase in QWL results in an 
increase of productivity. Authors recommended that 
an attractive pay scale can be offered and permissible 
leave limits can be extended. A good quality of work 
life reduces absenteeism, accidents and attrition (17). 
Furthermore, QWL is has a high positive effects in 
improving the production and effectiveness of an 
organizational effectiveness, as well as the employees’ 
morale satisfaction and economic development of the 
country (18). Therefore, an attempt has been made to 
know about the employees needs on quality of work life 
and its factors that influence on their working and social 
environment.
According to the Malaysian Economy in Figures 
2016, the Quality of Work Life index, the statistic 
QWL increasing and decreasing by years in Malaysia. 
From 2007 to 2010, Quality of Work Life index was 
decreasing from 132.4 to 119.4, then slightly increased 
from the year 2011 to 2013 which from 125.7 to 128.6, 
then decreased from 2012 to 2014 by 125.3 to 114.4 
(19). Moreover, based on previous studies relating with 
the quality of work life (1;11;20;21;22) most of them 
only focused in one type of industry, small group of 
workers and only covered certain components of quality 
of work life. This shows the importance of this study and 
the need of more research to investigate and improve 
the Quality of Work Life in different industries around 
Malaysia.
Thus, this cross sectional study was conducted (a) to 
determine the social demographical background of 
Malaysian workers, (b) to investigate the quality of work 
life among Malaysian workers, (c) to compare the QWL 
between industry types of Malaysian workers and (d) 
to identify the factors contributing to quality of work 
life in 11 types of industries and two group of local 
workers that covered all states of Malaysia. The results 
obtained can be used by researchers, OSH practitioners 
and consultants in future studies. The management of 
companies in different sectors can also use the findings 
to improve the QWL measures and take preventive steps 
in order to increase the job satisfaction of workers and 
improve the workplace environment as well.
MATERIALS AND METHODS
Participants 
A total of 2740 respondent comprising of Occupational 
Safety and Health personnel and general workers have 
participated in this study. OSH Personnel can be any 
member of safety committee, safety technicians or safety 
officers with green book or without green book. General 
workers are represented by all skilled and unskilled 
workers who are carrying out any specific tasks at 
the industry including human resources or operation 
42Mal J Med Health Sci 14(SP1): 40-46, Aug 2018
managers. The respondents were selected according to 
the eligibility criteria which include all Malaysian local 
general workers and OSH personnel, male or female 
workers and their age between 18 to above 55 years. 
However, foreign workers were excluded from this 
study. Participants were selected from the 11 following 
industries: manufacturing, agriculture, forestry and 
fisheries, wholesale and retails, trades, banking and 
finance, governmental service/ statutory bodies, oil 
and gas, construction, mining and quarrying, utilities, 
hotel and restaurants and services. These industries 
were conveniently selected through a list of industries 
provided by the Department of Occupational Safety and 
Health (DOSH) officer in each state. Respondents were 
selected randomly based on their willing participation 
in each industry from all states of Malaysia which are 
Selangor, Melaka, Negeri Sembilan, Pulau Pinang, 
Sabah, Sarawak, Terengganu, Pahang, Perak, Kelantan, 
Perlis, Kedah and Johor respectively.
Instruments
The structured questionnaire used in this study was 
adapted from the Malaysian Occupational Safety and 
Health Profile (OSH Profile 2016), questions on quality 
of work life were extracted. The questionnaire aims to 
assess the QWL and focuses on OSH personnel and 
general workers that work at different types of industries. 
The questionnaire was given in English and Malay 
languages and it consisted of two main sections: section 
“A” covered the socio-demographic characteristics 
such as age and gender, and section “B” included 10 
questions within the following components of quality 
of work-life: stress, working environment, family life, 
income, communication, facilities, welfare at work, and 
working conditions.  
Data collection and analysis
After the ethical approval by Universiti Putra Malaysia 
under the reference: FPSK (EXP16-OSH) U027. Data was 
collected from each industry by a face-to-face interview 
from September 2016 to April 2017. Questionnaires were 
distributed to the respondents by the researchers with 
collaboration of DOSH officer using random sampling 
method. The data collected was coded and analysed 
using the Statistical Package of Social Science (SPSS for 
Windows, Version 22.0, 2016). Descriptive statistics 
were used to summarize and explain the characteristics 
of the variables as frequency and percentage. One-way 
ANOVA and independent t-test were used to compare 
the means of QWL between types of industries, age 
categories and gender respectively.
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Socio demographic background and occupation 
information
The highest frequency of respondent’s age was among 
26-35 years old (38.0%). While the lowest were among 
above 55 years old (4.7%). The male workers had 
highest frequency which 70.1% than female workers, 
29.9%. Almost all of the respondents, 76.3% were from 
manufacturing industries while the lowest frequency 
was from governmental services/ statutory bodies. 
Details are shown in Table I.
Table I: Frequency distribution of socio demographic background 
and occupational information of respondents 
Variables
General 
Workers
N(%)
OSH Personnel
N(%)
Overall
N (%)
Age
18-25 244 (18.0%) 295 (21.5%) 539 (19.8%)
26-35 543 (40.0%) 495 (36.0%) 1036 (38.0%)
36-45 313 (23.1%) 306 (22.3%) 619 (22.7%)
46-55 195 (14.4%) 209 (15.3%) 404 (14.8%)
>55 62 (4.6%) 67 (4.9%) 129 (4.7%)
Gender
Male 951 (69.4%) 970 (70.8%) 1921 (70.1%)
Female 419 (30.6%) 400 (29.2%) 819 (29.9%)
Type of 
Industries
Manufacturing 822 (60.4%) 1259 (92.2%) 2081 (76.3%)
Agriculture, 
Forestry & 
Fisheries
36 (2.7%) 1 (0.1%) 37 (1.4%)
Trades, Bank-
ing & Finance
13 (1.0%) 29 (2.1%) 42 (1.5%)
Governmental 
Services/Statu-
tory Bodies
8 (0.6%) - 8 (1.3%)
Hotel & 
Restaurant
95 (7.0%) 14 (1.0%) 109 (4.0%)
Oil & Gas 168 (12.4%) 21 (1.5%) 189 (6.9%)
Construction 13 (1.0%) - 13 (0.5%)
Mining & 
Quarrying
53 (3.9%) 3 (0.2%) 56 (2.1%)
Utilities 17 (1.3%) 2 (0.1%) 19 (0.7%)
Services 67 (4.9%) 28(2.0%) 95 (3.5%)
Wholesale & 
Retails
68 (5.0%) 9(0.7%) 77 (2.8%)
Quality of Work Life among Malaysian workers
The overall prevalence of QWL among respondents was 
high in each component. The results of percentage of 
QWL are presented in Table II.
Comparison of mean between the Quality of Work Life 
and industry types 
There is a substantial different between quality of work 
life and type of industry where its p value is <0.001 and 
F-statistics is 12.897(10). Table III shows details of the 
mean differences between QWL and industry types.
Factors that contributing to the Quality of Work Life
Age factor
There is no significant difference of mean between 
the Quality of Work Life and age groups [F(4)=0.881, 
p=0.475]. Details are shown in Table IV.
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Gender factor
There is a significant difference of mean between the 
Quality of Work Life and gender. In table 5, p-value of 
Levene test is 0.009 (p<0.05), indicates that the variance 
of the gender group (female and male). Male workers 
had reported higher Quality of Work Life compared to 
female. Details are shown in Table V.
Table II: Percentage of Quality of Work Life among respondents
General 
Workers
N (%)
OSH 
Personnel 
N (%)
Overall 
N (%)
Stress
Yes 201 (14.8%) 193 (14.3%) 394 (14.5%)
No
1154 
(85.2%)
1161 (85.7%) 2315 (85.5%)
Working 
Environment
Yes
1066 
(78.6%)
1063 (78.2%) 2129 (78.4%)
No 290 (21.4%) 296 (21.8%) 586 (21.6%)
Family Life
Yes 201 (14.8%) 258 (19.1%) 459 (16.9%)
No
1157 
(85.2%)
1096 (80.9%) 2253 (83.1%)
Income & 
Distribution
Yes 819 (60.4%) 777 (57.4%) 1596 (58.9%)
No 537 (39.6%) 576 (42.6%) 1113 (41.1%)
Communica-
tion
Yes
1262 
(92.9%)
1278 (94.0%) 2540 (93.4%)
No 97 (7.1%) 82 (6.0%) 179 (6.6%)
Facilities
Yes
1182 
(87.0%)
1226 (90.2%) 2408 (88.6%)
No 176 (13.0%) 133 (9.8%) 309 (11.4%)
Welfare at 
Work
Yes 970 (71.4%) 968 (71.2%) 1938 (71.3%)
No 388 (28.6%) 392 (28.8%) 780 (28.7%)
Working 
Condition
Yes
1112 
(81.9%)
1078 (79.7%) 2190 (80.8%)
No 245 (18.1%) 275 (20.3%) 520 (19.2%)
Table III: Comparison of mean between the Quality of Work Life 
and Type of Industries
Type of Industries Mean (SD)
F-statistics 
(df)
p-value*
Manufacturing 6.73 (1.907)
12.897 (10) <0.001
Agriculture, Forestry 
& Fisheries
7.49 (1.574)
Trades, Banking & 
Finance
6.52 (1.851)
Governmental 
Services/Statutory 
Bodies
7.25 (1.753)
Hotel & Restaurant 7.40 (1.111)
Oil & Gas 7.31 (1.388)
Construction 5.92 (2.290)
Mining & Quarrying 4.31 (3.625)
Utilities 6.84 (0.958)
Services 6.67 (2.131)
Wholesale & Retails 6.87 (2.022)
One-way ANOVA     *p-value significant at 0.05 level (Bonferroni Alpha)
Table IV: Comparison of mean between the Quality of Work Life and 
Age
Respondent Age Mean (SD) F-statistics (df) p-value*
18-25 6.73 (1.907)
0.881 (4) 0.475
26-35 7.49 (1.574)
36-45 6.52 (1.851)
46-55 7.25 (1.753)
>55 7.40 (1.111)
One-way ANOVA
*p-value significant at 0.05 level (Bonferroni Alpha)
DISCUSSION
Socio demographic and occupational background
The frequency of age was higher among 26-35 years old 
and lower among above 55 years old. These happen due 
to an increase of level of socioeconomic development 
in the community which leads people to start their 
professional career at a later age. In the 19th century’s 
generation, people started labor around the age of 16 to 
18, however, people now start their employment almost 
around at the age of 26 to 28 years old. Moreover, 
there is a lack of youth employment; in Malaysia, the 
percentage of unemployed people with an age ranged 
between 15 to 24 years old in 2013 increased 11.10% 
from previous in 2010 was 10.20%. So, as now Malaysia 
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has provided many job opportunities for young people 
in order to pursuit a high labor force and economically. 
The male workers had highest frequency which is 1921 
(70.1%) than female workers, 819 (29.9%). This means 
that the current workforce in all industries is a mixture 
of male and female workforce with a ratio of 3:1. There 
is a cultural belief that role of women only needs to take 
care of home and child care rather than working in an 
organization. It was understood to play a larger role in 
gendered behavior than economist. Eswaran. M., (23) 
reviewed various studies that examined the cultural 
origins of men’s and women’s economic roles and 
why we think the way we do. The author explored the 
differences between men and women in their behavioral 
response in economic situations and their bargaining 
power within the household (23). Furthermore, the 
factor of the work task that does not suit to the female 
that shaped to the gendered division of labor. For 
example, in agricultural an economy, which requires 
great upper body strength, it gave an advantage to men 
in agricultural work.
Prevalence of Quality of Work Life among Malaysian 
Workers
A high level of quality of work life minimizes the 
likelihood of absenteeism and accidents occurrence. 
Moreover, QWL plays a big role in improving 
organizational effectiveness, production, employees’ 
attitudes and the country’s economic development. 
Katzell et al., (24) observed that an employee can 
perceive high QWL when he/she has a positive feeling 
towards his job and its future prospects, and that keeps 
the employee motivated to stay on the job and performs 
well (5). The finding of having a good QWL in this study 
was high and comparable with other studies. This study 
was indicated that percentage of company provided 
welfare at work was 71.3%. Rathamani & Ramchandra, 
(20) recorded that higher compensation, 40% of the 
respondents did affect QWL of the employees. If the 
welfare at work of employees was not in good practices 
there will be an indication of a high level of strain and 
imbalance between work and life commitments (20). So, 
organizational plays a role in minimize and controlling 
the level of strain and stress of their employees. The work 
environment is fundamental in retaining the employees 
in the organization and it influences their satisfaction 
towards their employers. Employees will be happy to 
work in friendly, and suitable work environment, and 
this leads to an increase of productivity, reduce stress 
level and conflict and high commitment level among 
employees. In this study, 78.4% of them indicated that 
the work environment at their company was good and 
motivated them to work. Rethinam et al., (21) in their 
study investigated many factors in order to find out the 
meaning of quality of work life (QWL), their findings 
showed that one of the main factors is work environment 
(40.8%) (21). Information technology (IT) professionals 
who are highly influenced in the QWL shows as a result 
a dynamic change in work environment. The findings 
of this study showed that the percentage of workers had 
a good enough income and distribution was 58.9%. 
Mishra (25) in his study showed that QWL is not affected 
by the age and extent of services and that was as a 
consequence of income of the employees; income and 
higher level of education, both lead to higher level of 
QWL.
For this study, the prevalence of respondents claimed 
that they do not find it hard to ask for time off during 
work time manage any personal or family related 
matters and their employer was considerate if they have 
personal matters during work hours were 83.1% and 
83.6%. Vetrimani & Maheswari, (26), a study on QWL 
among the employees of cement industry showed the 
percentage of work life balance is 65% which is more 
than half (26). Shamir & Salomon, (27) defined quality 
of work life (QWL) as the involvement of individuals’ 
wellbeing and the impact of experience in reducing 
stress and increase performance in a global construct 
(27). The findings research showed that the respondents 
who are reported as not having a stress with the work 
load were 85.5%.
In this study, about 88.6% shown that the company 
had provided good facilities in the workplace among 
respondents. Subhashini & Gopal, (16) studied on 
QWL among women workers in garment factories in 
Coimbatore District found that 57.1% of providing good 
facilities contributes to the QWL (16). Shalla & Fazili, (28) 
found that the percentage values of job satisfaction across 
teaching and non-teaching staff for work conditions 
dimension was 61.45% and 45.79% (28). For this study, 
Table V: Comparison of mean between the Quality of Work Life and Gender
Variables
Mean (SD)
Mean Difference (95% CI) T-statistics (df) p-value*
Male Female
Quality of Work Life 6.69(2.023) 6.90(1.738) -0.214 (-0.373, -0.054) -2.623 (2705) 0.009
Independent T-test              *p-value significant at 0.05 level
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the respondents reported that their working condition 
allows them to be more productive was high which is 
80.8%. Vetrimani & Maheswari, (26) also showed that 
human relation (communication) was high, 51.7% (26). 
Which same as this study, the respondents reported 
that they had a good communication and harmonious 
relationship between their colleagues and their 
employers were 93.4% and 88.7%. Communication is 
important to convey messages and ideas in interacting 
with human, the employees and employers will lose 
their sense of belongingness in both work and social 
interaction once they are faced with communication 
difficulties.
Comparison between Quality of Work Life and Type of 
Industry
All the components of QWL namely stress, working 
environment, family life, communication, income and 
distribution, facilities, welfare at work and working 
conditions towards OSH personnel and general workers 
revealed that QWL did have a significant difference 
between type of industry, where its p value <0.001, which 
are between Mining & Quarrying and Manufacturing, 
Mining & Quarrying and Agriculture, Forestry & 
Fisheries, Mining & Quarrying and Governmental 
Services/ Statutory Bodies, Mining & Quarrying and 
Hotel & Restaurants, Mining & Quarrying and Oil & Gas, 
Mining & Quarrying and Utilities, Mining & Quarrying 
and Services, Mining & Quarrying and Wholesale & 
Retails, Mining & Quarrying and Trades, Banking & 
Finance, Manufacturing and Oil & Gas, Manufacturing 
and Hotel & Restaurants.
Factors that contributing to Quality of Work Life
Age Factor
The results showed no significant difference of mean 
between the Quality of Work Life and age groups. This 
finding was similar to the study conducted by Mishra 
(25), who found that age and length of service did not 
affect QWL (25).
Gender Factor
The research findings revealed the fact that gender 
has been influencing factor of QWL. Akdere, (29) has 
investigated the survey conducted by New York Times 
(1998) among working adults, he found that 83% of 
working mothers and 72% of working of fathers reported 
that they experienced conflict between job demands 
and the desire to meet their families (29).
CONCLUSION
From the above cross-sectional study, it was found 
that more than 50% of the respondents perceived 
high level of QWL and all of these components of 
QWL plays a special role in the formation of the good 
Quality of Work Life as soon as it increases internal 
effect from the labor activity that leads to the growth 
of satisfaction from working achievements. Findings 
revealed also a significant difference between gender 
difference with regard to their overall QWL and its 
components. Furthermore, this finding contributes 
to the acknowledgment of the managerial level to 
ensure that the components of QWL (organizational 
social support and organization citizenship behavior) 
are practiced in organization in order to enhance the 
employee’s satisfaction and productivity. Thus, this 
study recommends for the future study to investigate the 
other components that influences the quality of work 
life.
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